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ABSTRACT
Social scientists working in the stratification realm 
classify persons by class positions in society. The most 
frequently used measure for class assignment is based 
upon the occupational and educational attainments of the 
male head of household. Thus, a married woman's class 
status is dependent upon her relationship to a man. The 
premises that support this exclusion of a woman's 
influence on her class status state that a women takes 
her status from the male head of household and that there 
are no important differences between a woman's and man's 
perception of her/his class status. This research
empirically tests these premises by secondary analysis of 
married working persons from the 1977 General Social 
Survey conducted by the National Opinion Research Center. 
The subjects are divided into four groups according to 
their sex and beliefs concerning a woman's place in 
society. The division by sex and perspectives on women 
is for testing the hypotheses if women believe that they 
are not subordinate to men in status, they will rely less 
heavily on the male head of household's educational and 
occupational attainments for subjective class
identification and if men believe that women are not 
subordinate to men in status, they will rely less heavily 
on their own occupational and educational attainments for 
subjective class identification. Support is found for 
the first hypothesis; support is not found for the 
second hypothesis. Feminist women follow a status 
sharing model and are influenced by characteristics other 
than the male head of household's attainments. 
Antifeminist women follow a status borrowing model. Both 
antifeminist and feminist men follow a status independent 
model by referring solely to their own attainments for 
subjective class identification.
THE IMPACT OF FEMINISM 
ON SUBJECTIVE CLASS IDENTIFICATION
CHAPTER I
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
The purpose of this study is to assess the 
factors that influence married men and women's subjective 
class identification of upper, middle, working, or lower 
class. Among the factors explored are the attainments of 
persons and their spouses, background characteristics of 
these persons, and their attitudes concerning feminism. 
This research is guided by the theoretical premise that 
the forementioned characteristics of persons are causally 
related to their class identification. Previous research 
has found differing results concerning the criteria used 
in this identification process. To test these 
relationships, the data analyzed are from the 1977 
General Social Survey conducted by the National Opinion 
Research Center. For a description of this survey, see 
Appendix A. The subjects are divided into four 
categories according to their sex and feminist beliefs. 
The findings are evaluated by conceptual, theoretical, 
and methodological means•
Social scientists working in the stratification 
realm classify persons by class positions in society. A 
class is "a stratum in a hierarchically stratified social
2structure" (Encyclopedia of Sociology, 1981: 51). This
stratified social structure is defined as "a structure of
regularized inequality in which men are ranked higher and 
lower according to the value accorded their various 
social roles and activities" (Barber, 1957: 7). The
factors social scientists use for these classification 
purposes are usually educational and occupational 
attainments. However, different emphasis has been placed 
on the educational and occupational attainments of men 
and women. In order to understand this different
emphasis, it is necessary to view the perspectives 
asserted with regard to women's place in social 
stratification research.
Until recently, the majority of married women 
were not employed in the labor force. For example, in
1954, 26.6 percent of married women were working 
(Employment and Training Report of the President, 1982: 
217). They were fulfilling the primary status roles of 
wife, mother, and housewife. One of the noted structural 
functionalist theorists, Talcott Parsons, discusses this. 
The traditional patterns of the women primarily 
performing the roles of wife, mother, and housewife and 
of the men primarily performing the roles of father and 
provider were the primary status carrying roles for the 
sexes (Parsons, 1954: 94-96). Since the primary roles
for the women were contained in the family structure, the 
husband's occupational and educational attainments were 
used as the criteria for class designation in social
3science research. For instance, in Viktor Gecas’s 
research on the influence of social class on 
socialization, this sociologist found that the most 
frequently used measure in contemporary theories of the 
family was based on the father's education and occupation 
(Gecas, 1979: 368). The family's class position was
determined by the attainments of the male head of 
household. Thus, the women (even if they were working) 
would borrow their status from their husband.
The sociologists Leonard Beeghley and Ellen Van 
Velsor write in their discussion of class identification 
among employed women that "analyses of class 
identification assume that the family is the proper unit 
of analysis, that women (even if they are employed) 
obtain or 'borrow' their objective status from their 
husband, and that there are no important differences 
between married men's and married women's subjective 
perception of their social status" (Beeghley, 1978: 
114). Men and women can seek roles other than the
primary status carrying roles. A woman does not have to
be primarily a wife, mother, and housewife. A man does
not have to be primarily a father and provider. Parsons 
notes that the emancipation of women from the traditional 
pattern is possible; however, "its generalization would 
only be possible with profound alterations in the
structure of the family" (Parsons, 1954: 96). Parsons
wrote this statement in 1942, and from that time to the 
present, alterations in the structure of the family have
4occurred.
To give support for this statement that the 
structure of the family has altered, refer to the status 
of head of household. In 1960, 9.3 percent of persons 
who were heads of households were women. In 1980, the 
Census data read 14.6 percent (Census Bureau, 1981: 48).
Thus, within the family system, the number of women heads 
of households is increasing. Also, other demographic 
changes have occurred. More married women are working 
and women are completing more years of school. In 1960, 
30.5 percent of married women were working. By 1981, the 
data read 51.0 percent (Employment and Training Report of 
the President, 1982: 217).
Concerning women’s increasing educational 
attainments, more women aged 16 to 34 years old are 
enrolled in college and are receiving more degrees. For 
example, from 1970 to 1978, the number of women enrolled 
in college increased 57 percent. In 1970, 3.0 million
women aged 16 to 34 years old were enrolled while in 
1978, 4.7 million were enrolled (Census Bureau, 1980:
35). With regard to degrees earned, the women who 
graduated in 1977 earned 424,000 bachelor degrees; these 
degrees earned are an increase of 83,000 over the women 
graduates in 1970 (Census Bureau, 1980; 36). Also,
women are earning more postgraduate degrees. Comparing 
the master’s degrees earned by women, 67,000 more degrees 
were earned in 197 7 than in 1970. Furthermore, 4,000 
more doctoral degrees were earned in this time period
5(Census Bureau, 1980: 36). Concerning the increase of
the percentage of degrees earned, women earned 43 percent 
of the bachelor’s degrees, 40 percent of the master’s 
degrees, and 13 percent of the doctoral degrees in 1970. 
By 1977, women earned 46 percent of the bachelor’s 
degrees, 47 percent of the master’s degrees, and 24 
percent of the doctoral degrees (Census Bureau, 1980:
36).
As a response to these demographic changes, the 
practice of designating one’s class according to the 
educational and occupational attainments of the male head 
of household has been questioned. However, this argument 
is one that is relatively recent. "In recent years a
number of neglected areas of social inequality, notably .
sex, have come into prominence - thanks in good 
measure to the growing awareness and militancy of the
affected parties" (Rossides, 1976: 30). The sociologist
Joan Acker has challenged the existing practice. She 
labels this phenomenon "a case of intellectual sexism" 
(Acker, 1973: 936). She proposes that presently held
assumptions in stratification literature about the social 
position of women have yielded an inaccurate picture of
social reality. That is, ". . . the inclusion of the
female half of humanity and of sex as a central dimension
in the study of society would lead to a more accurate
picture of social structure and to a better understanding 
of process" (Acker, 1973: 936). For further
exemplication of this proposal, research findings may be
6misleading because of this exclusion. For instance, the 
research on social mobility and fertility by the 
sociologist Keith Hope (1971) did not include the wife’s 
occupational or educational attainments when determining 
her class status. Thus, neither the number of years of 
school she had completed nor the occupation she may have 
held were factors studied in the analysis.
This exclusion is questioned in the study by P. 
Y. DeJong, M. J. Brewer, and S. S. Robin (1971). 
These sociologists researched women’s occupational 
mobility and proposed that since more women are working 
in the labor force ". . . account should be taken" of
them (DeJong et_ al., 1971: 1033). Therefore, the
question is posed: is the exclusion of women and their
attainments currently a viable methodological technique 
in social stratification research? The women are
invisible in work on social stratification, hidden in 
a conceptualization of female class or status derived 
from the class or status of men" (Acker, 1980: 25).
Since women, have been, over a period of time, achieving 
these other attainments that had once been achieved 
predominantly by males, should their attainments be 
exluded when they are being assigned to a particular 
social class? Acker proposes that once women become more 
powerful from their increased labor force participation 
and through political organizations for women, ". . .
their position in the total social structure will become 
a legitimate problem for the sociologist" (Acker, 1973:
7945). As earlier discussed, women's participation in the 
labor force has increased.
Also, women are fulfilling the criterion of 
asserting themselves more powerfully through political 
organizations. For example, the National Organization 
for Women (NOW) was established in 1966 with the purpose 
of ending discrimination against women in government. By 
1982, 130,000 persons were members (Akey, 1982: 
1144-45). Also, the National Woman's Political Caucus 
(NWPC), founded in 1971, had 55,000 members by 1982. The 
purpose is to aid women to obtain power in government 
(Akey, 1982: 1145). These public affairs organizations
are two of many established groups designed as political 
organizations for women. As Parsons had noted, the 
generalization of the emancipation of women from the 
traditional pattern would only be possible if profound 
alterations in the family structure occurred (Parsons, 
1954: 96). As previously discussed, changes have
occurred not only in the family structure, but also in 
the labor force, in education, and in political 
organizations. These demographic changes of increased 
labor force participation by women, more years of school 
completed by women, and more female headed households may 
influence the attitudes of men and women concerning 
women's place in society (Census Bureau, 1980, 35-36, 
Census Bureau, 1981: 48, 126, and Employment and
Training Report of the President, 1982: 217). Also,
historical events may occur and influence their
8attitudes. These demographic changes and historical 
events during the past twenty years are proposed to 
partially explain this phenomenon.
Perhaps historical events that occurred 
simultaneously with the demographic changes influenced 
women's attitudes about their self concepts. For 
instance, Betty Friedan, a former journalist and one of 
the founders of the National Organization for Women, 
proposed the concept of the "feminine mystique" in 1963 
(Friedan, 1963). The response to her monograph sparked 
the resurgence of the women's movement. The concept of 
the feminine mystique centers on the feelings developed 
by women as they accept the roles of wife, mother, and 
housewife as primary. That is, women accept the ideology 
that their lives as women should be fulfilled through 
their expressive leadership roles. This concept is 
defined as saying ". . • that the highest value and
the only commitment for women is the fulfillment of their 
own femininity" (Friedan, 1963: 37). However, instead
of feeling fulfilled, the women feel the opposite. 
Friedan selects excerpts from conversations that address 
this problem. For example, one excerpt reads that the ".
problem is always being the children's mommy, or 
the minister's wife and never being myself" (Friedan, 
1963: 23). Their self concept is not independently
formed; it is formed by their relationship to the 
family.
Many of the women who read the monograph
9identified with Friedan's theme. That is, as they 
realized other women felt unfulfilled in their roles of 
wife and mother, they developed a self concept that 
relied upon ego involvement as well as their involvement 
in the family structure. For example, one women wrote 
Friedan: "I have been trying for years to tell my
husband of my need to do something to find myself - to 
have a purpose. All I’ve ever achieved was to end up 
feeling guilty about wanting to be more than a housewife 
and mother" (Friedan, 1976: 20). The resurgence of the
women's movement and other historical events influenced
women's attitudes concerning their self concept.
Media portrayal of women changed to include 
limited articles concerning women in roles other than
expressive leadership ones. Also, political
organizations were formed for women. The National 
Organization for Women was founded in 1966 and the 
National Woman's Political Caucus was founded in 1971
(Akey, 1982: 1144-45). Furthermore, the Equal Rights
Amendment was proposed by Congress in 1972. All of these 
events focussed national attention on women and their 
place in society. The attention given to this issue may 
have influenced women concerning their self perceptions. 
Also, these events may have influenced men with regard to 
their perceptions of women and women's place in society. 
From the demographic changes and the historical events 
discussed, the hypotheses formed are as follows:
If married women believe that they are not
10
subordinate to men in status, they will rely less 
heavily on their husbands’ occupational and 
educational attainments for their own subjective 
class identification.
If married men believe that women are not 
subordinate to men in status, they will rely less 
heavily on their own occupational and educational 
attainments for subjective class identification, 
and more heavily on those of their wives.
The purpose of this study is to assess the 
factors that influence subjective class identification of 
married men and women. These factors include the 
attainments of persons and their spouses, background 
characteristics of these persons, and their attitudes 
concerning women’s place in society. Demographic 
characteristics of the increase of labor force 
participation by women, more school years completed by 
women, and more female headed households may have impact 
on the factors that influence subjective class 
identification (Census Bureau, 1980: 35-36, Census
Bureau, 1981: 48, 126, and Employment and Training
Report of the President, 1982: 217). Also, attitudes
that men and women have concerning women’s place in 
society may have impact on the factors that influence 
subjective class identification.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In response to the demographic changes of 
increase in the labor force by women, more school years 
completed by women, and more female headed households, 
research has been conducted to assess the factors that 
influence subjective class identification of married men 
and women. (Census Bureau, 1980: 35-36, Census Bureau,
1981: 48, 126, and Employment and Training Report of the
President, 1982: 217). Among these factors are the
educational and occupational attainments of persons and 
their respective spouse and the background 
characteristics of these persons. The research focusses 
on the subjective class identification by married men and 
women as the dependent variable.
The sociologists Ernest A. T. Barth and Walter 
B. Watson (1967) build upon the assumptions that the 
family is the unit of analysis with husbands and wives 
ranked equally, based on the occupational attainment of
12
the husband. However, they note problems concerning this 
method of class designation. Specifically, "increasing 
married-female labor force participation raises a 
question as to the contribution of the wife and the 
social position of the family" (Barth and Watson, 1967: 
393). According to the census data available in 1967, 
"78 percent of working-wife families have a difference of 
at least one occupational level . • . between spouses,
and . • . when a difference does exist, the wife is
more apt than the husband to hold the position with 
greater occupational prestige" (Barth and Watson, 1967: 
393). The presence of a working wife may affect family 
characteristics. Thus, research findings that are based 
solely upon the husband’s attainments may be misleading.
The sociologists Marcus Felson and David Knoke
(1974) examine this phenomenon also. They focus on "how 
married women evaluate their own achievements vis-a-vis 
those of their husbands or fathers" (Felson and Knoke, 
1974: 516). They study the women’s self-evaluation for
"(S)elf- evaluations are more germane for determining 
whether the norms of male dominance are internalized in 
married women to the extent that they disregard their own 
education and income when evaluating their status" 
(Felson and Knoke, 1974: 516). The question addressed
is as follows: are the women borrowing their status by
using their husband’s and/or father's attainments, are 
they independently determining their status by using 
their own attainments, or are they selecting their status
13
by referring to their attainments and/or their husband’s 
attainments and/or their father’s attainments?
From data gathered by the General Social Survey 
(GSS) by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) in 
1972, the study includes only married men and women. The 
dependent variable is the class category selected, i.e., 
upper, middle, working, or lower class. The independent 
variables are respondent's education, spouse's education, 
father’s education, respondent's occupation, spouse's 
occupation, father's occupation, respondent's
occupational prestige, spouse's occupational prestige, 
father's occupational prestige, and family income.
Included in the analysis are all working, married men and 
all married women. Excluded are married men who are not 
working. The findings indicate that women tend to choose 
their social class position by their spouse's
attainments.
Kathleen V. Ritter and Lowell L. Hargens (1975) 
do not concur with Felson and Knoke (1974). These 
sociologists indicate that ". . . traditional
assumptions that wives derive their class positions and 
identifications exclusively or predominantly from the 
occupational positions of their husbands do not hold for 
working wives" (Ritter and Hargens, 1975: 934). The
data gathered for this research are from the 1960, 1964,
1968, and 1970 General Social Surveys (Ritter and 
Hargens, 1975: 934). As with the research already
discussed, they analyze the place of women in class
14
stratification criteria for social stratification 
research. They control for the husbands' occupational 
attainments to examine the partial association between 
wives’ occupational positions and their class 
identifications (Ritter and Hargens, 1975: 936). The
subjects are full-time working, married women with 
subjective class identification as the dependent 
variable. Concurrent with other research (except for 
Felson and Knoke, 1974) Ritter and Hargens indicate that 
women's occupational attainments are, indeed, affecting 
their subjective class identification.
Van Velsor and Beeghley (1979) replicate the 
studies of Felson and Knoke (1974) and Ritter and Hargens
(1975). They use data obtained from the 1974, 1975, and 
1976 General Social Surveys. Since the studies 
replicated indicate varying results, Van Velsor and 
Beeghley reanalyze the process of subjective class 
identification by working, married women. As earlier 
stated, Felson and Knoke (1974) conclude that women tend 
to choose their husband’s attainments to determine their 
class status. Contrary to this conclusion, Ritter and 
Hargens (1975) indicate, that the married, working women 
respondents are partially deriving their class status 
from variables other than the husband's attainments.
In the replication of the study by Felson and 
Knoke (1974), Van Velsor and Beeghley use data from the 
1974 through 1976 General Social Surveys. Thus, their 
respondents numbered 3,041 men and women while Felson and
15
Knoke had studied 1,160 men and women (Van Velsor and 
Beeghley, 1979: 772). The dependent variable is
subjective class identification while the independent 
variables are respondents education, spouse's education, 
family income, respondent's occupational prestige, 
spouse's occupational prestige, father's occupational 
prestige, and father’s education. This procedure 
duplicates the one of Felson and Knoke; however, the 
findings do not concur. That is, Van Velsor and Beeghley 
indicate that married working women tend to rely on a 
combination of their own, their husband's and their 
father’s occupational characteristics for subjective
class identification while married unemployed women tend 
to rely on their husband’s and their father's
characteristics (Van Velsor and Beeghley, 1979: 773).
Thus, Felson and Knoke's findings are not supported 
concerning wives who work; they are supported concerning 
wives who did not work. Concerning the replication of 
the study of Ritter and Hargens, the findings of Van 
Velsor and Beeghley concur. The attainments of the women 
are having effect on class identification.
Dana V. Hiller and William W. Philliber,
sociologists, (1978) analyze variables that affect 
subjective class identification by working wives. From 
past researchers who question ". . . assumptions which
denied the direct role of wife's occupational achievement 
in the status attainment process . . ." and from the
findings of Felson and Knoke (1974), Hiller and Philliber
16
wanted to . . report the effect that working wives’
own occupations have in determining their level of 
subjective class identification" (Hiller and Philliber, 
1978: 63-64). Using the 1972 through 1975 General
Social Survey data, the dependent variable is subjective 
class identification and the independent variables are 
family income, wife’s occupational prestige, and 
husband’s occupational prestige. From the 1973 through 
1975 data, their findings indicate that the occupational 
attainments of the wives show an independent effect on 
their class identification (Hiller and Philliber, 1978: 
67). However, from the data gathered in 1972, this 
independent effect is not found. The data that Felson 
and Knoke (1974) analyze are the same data. Hiller and 
Philliber propose reasons for the inconsistency. The 
proposals are summarized as follows:
1. Sampling error in the 1972 survey has yielded 
misleading findings.
2. Women's issues and concerns were more 
publicized in 1972 and thus, more respondents 
were ’aware’ by 1973 (Hiller and Philliber, 1978:
67).
The sampling error is discussed thoroughly in Hiller and 
Philliber's publication. For example, they point out 
that other inconsistent data were found in the 1972 
survey. The Department of Labor had reported in 1973 
that 41 percent of married women were working. The 
General Social Survey reports that only 32 percent of the 
married women were working (Hiller and Philliber, 1978: 
67). Thus, Felson and Knoke (1974) could have been
17
analyzing data from a biased sample and from this fact, 
their results may be misleading.
Philliber and Hiller (1979) collaborate again and 
address this issue of the class identification process 
and those who "challenge the assumption that the social 
standing of wives are [sic] primarily based upon the 
occupational prestige of husbands" (Philliber and Hiller, 
1979: 59). They test variables that may affect the
wives' subjective class identification. In particular, 
one subgroup of women may refer to their own occupational 
attainments when selecting their class status while 
another subgroup may refer to their respective husband's 
occupational attainments only. They propose that 
"(P)ersonal occupational attainment may be an important 
aspect of the status determination of working women 
married to middle-class husbands but be of little 
significance to women whose husbands hold working-class 
jobs" (Philliber and Hiller, 1979: 59). In order to
test this hypothesis, they combine the 1972 through 1977 
General Social Surveys.
For this national sample, the subjects are 
married working women with employed husbands. The 
dependent variable is class identified; the independent 
variable is occupational prestige of the wife. From 
analysis of covariance, Philliber and Hiller find that 
women with husbands who had working-class jobs referred 
to their husband's attainments for their class position, 
while women married to men with midde-class jobs are
18
influenced by their own attainments (Philliber and 
Hiller, 1979: 59).
Three sociologists, Gary A. Cretser, Thomas E. 
Lasswell, and Joseph J. Leon (1980) support Felson and 
Knoke’s (1974) findings. That is, the ". . . data
continue to indicate that the characteristics of the male 
head of the household in which she lives are the most 
influential factors studied in determining a woman’s 
self-assignment to social class" (Cretser et al., 1980: 
145). Their data are from the 1975 General Social Survey 
conducted by the National Opinion Research Center. The 
variables identified are respondent’s occupational 
prestige, spouse’s occupational prestige, father’s 
occupational prestige, respondent’s education, spouse's 
education, father's education, and respondent's family 
income. The dependent variable is subjective class 
identification. The methodology is path analysis. This
analysis is used to test three models concerning women’s
\
place in social status. The three models are the status 
independent model, the status sharing model, and the 
status borrowing model. The status independent model 
indicates that persons use their own occupational and 
educational attainments as criteria for class 
identification. The status sharing model indicates that 
persons use their own attainments plus their spouse’s 
attainments as criteria for class identification. The 
status borrowing model indicates that persons borrow 
their status from the occupational and educational
19
attainments of the male head of the household (Cretser et 
al., 1980: 145-147).
Concerning the married men and women subjects, 
Cretser et al. found differing results (Cretser et al., 
1980: 145). The independent status model suits best for
married men. The variable of respondent's occupational 
prestige is found to have the most influence on the class 
chosen by the married males. The next variable with 
influence is the respondent's education. With regard to 
married women, they found the status borrowing model fits 
best. The most influential variable on class chosen is 
the spouse's occupational prestige. Also, these women do 
not place significance on their own attainments.
These studies focus on demographic 
characteristics and the changing status of women in 
society as the influential variables in the process of 
class identification. However, the differing conclusions 
drawn indicate that other variables may aid in explaining 
the process. One of these variables may be an 
attitudinal one. As women become aware that their self 
identity does not have to reflect their position in the 
family structure but may include ego involvement, they 
may refuse to internalize the norm of male dominance in 
status. What are the conditions necessary for 
attitudinal change? Demographic changes and historical 
events during the past twenty years are proposed to 
partially explain this phenomenon. For example, women 
increased their educational and occupational attainments
20
(Census Bureau, 1980: 35-36 and Employment and Training
Report of the President, 1982: 217). However, these
demographic characteristics can not solely explain the 
process because of the differing conclusions indicated in 
the literature review.
Perhaps historical events that occurred 
simultaneously with the demographic changes influenced 
women*s attitudes about their self concepts. The 
historical events of the resurgence of the women's 
movement, the founding of political organizations for 
women, and the introduction of the Equal Rights Amendment 
are proposed to partially explain men and women's 
attitudes towards women's place in society (Akey, 1982: 
1144-45). The following hypotheses are tested: 1. if
married women believe that they are not subordinate to 
men in status, they will rely less heavily on their 
husbands' occupational and educational attainments for 
subjective class identification, and 2. if married men 
believe that women are not subordinate to men in status, 
they will rely less heavily on their own occupational and 
educational attainments for subjective class
identification, and more heavily on those of their wives.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The hypotheses generated in this research are 
directed by the previously discussed studies concerning 
the variables subjects use for subjective class 
identification. The hypotheses of this research are 
based on earlier studies of factors that influence 
subjective class identification. Most of the variables 
used in past studies are included in the present one. 
The past studies by the sociologists, Marcus Felson and 
David Knoke (1974), Gary A. Cretser, Thomas E. 
Lasswell, and Joseph J. Leon (1980), Ernest A. T. 
Barth and Walter B. Watson (1967), Kathleen V. Ritter 
and Lowell L. Hargens (1975), Dana V. Hiller and 
William W. Philliber (1978), Ellen Van Velsor and 
Leonard Beeghley (1979), and Philliber and Hiller (1979) 
are used as models. That is, the researchers' 
methodology and conclusions drawn were kept in mind as 
the methodology for this study was planned and the 
conclusions were made from the analyses. Again, the 
variables of educational and occupational attainments of
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persons and their respective spouse, background 
characteristics of the persons, and their attitudes 
concerning women's place in society are tested to assess 
their influence on subjective class identification by men 
and women.
The hypothesis proposed are as follows:
If married women believe that they are not 
subordinate to men in status, they will rely less 
heavily on the occupational and educational 
attainments of their husbands for subjective 
class identification.
If married men believe that women are not 
subordinate to men in status, they will rely less 
heavily on their own occupational and educational 
attainments for subjective class identification, 
and more heavily on those of their wives.
The changes of women's attainments in the workplace, 
years of school completed, and the attitudes internalized 
by women and men concerning women's place in society form 
the basis for the hypotheses (Census Bureau, 1980: 
35-36, Census Bureau, 1981: 48, 126, and Employment and
Training Report of the President, 1982: 217). Also, the
hypotheses are built upon the assumption that 
occupational and educational attainments are the criteria 
for class designation.
As stated earlier, the data are from the 197 7 
General Social Survey conducted by the National Opinion 
Research Center. For a description of the sample, see 
Appendix A. Secondary analysis is applied to these
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existing data. In most of the research discussed in the 
literature review, the data are from General Social 
Surveys. Thus, the data are excellent with regard to 
comparisons made. However, limitations exist. For 
example, the variables of mother’s occupation and 
mother’s occupational prestige are not included in the 
survey. Thus, the relationship between these variables
I
and the dependent variable, if any, can not be studied. 
The independent variables included in this study are the 
marital status of the respondent (MARITAL), respondent’s 
occupation (OCC), spouse’s occupation (SPOCC), and 
father’s occupation (PAOCC); respondent’s occupational 
prestige (PRESTIGE), spouse's occupational prestige 
(SPPRES), and father’s occupational prestige (PAPRES); 
respondent’s education (EDUC), spouse's education 
(SPEDUC), father’s education (PAEDUC), and mother's 
education (MAEDUC); respondent’s attitudes concerning 
working women and women's place in society (FEMINIST); 
respondent’s age (AGE); and respondent’s sex (SEX). The 
dependent variable is subjective class identification 
(CLASS).
The variable MARITAL is controlled in the study. 
That is, all the respondents are married at the time of 
the survey. Also selected is the variable PRESTIGE. The 
respondent must be employed in order to have been placed 
in an occupational prestige category. Thus, all subjects 
are married and working. These variables are selected 
because of current assumptions that single persons
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determine their own social status and married women 
choose their class status according to the attainments of 
the husband (Acker, 1973: 936). Single subjects and
nonworking men and women are excluded from the study. 
Background characteristics of the respondents are 
included to test the effect, if any, of the 
characteristics on the subjects’ class identification. 
These variables are PAEDUC, MAEDUC, PAOCC, and PAPRES. 
Mother’s occupation and occupational prestige could not 
be studied because of their absence in the General Social 
Survey.
With regard to the feminist perspectives, the 
respondent’s answers concerning working women and women’s 
place in society were combined to create the variable 
named FEMINIST. The respondents had to approve a married 
woman earning money in business or industry if she had a 
husband capable of supporting her, and they had to 
disagree with the statement that women should take care 
of running their homes and leave running the country up 
to men (National Opinion Research Center, 1977: 74). If
the respondent approved the first statement and disagreed 
with the second statement, s/he fulfills the criteria 
deemed necessary for the FEMINIST variable. The 
respondent who disapproved and agreed with the statements 
respectively fulfills the criteria deemed necessary to be 
labelled as antifeminist. Each sample is stratified by 
attitudes and sex. That is, men are studied and then 
women are studied. This temporary selection of the SEX
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variable allows for comparative analysis of the men and 
women.
The variables of EDUC, SPEDUC, PAEDUC, and MAEDUC 
are identified by how many years of school were completed 
by the respondent, the respondent’s spouse, the 
respondent’s father, and the respondent’s mother. The 
variables of OCC, SPOCC, and PAOCC are labeled according 
to the particular jobs of the respondent, the 
respondent’s spouse, and the respondent’s father. 
Occupational prestige is assigned by the researchers' 
occupational prestige scale. For the discussion 
concerning this scale, see Appendix C. The variable AGE 
is the age of the respondent at the time of the 
interview. These continuous variables of prestige, 
occupation, education, and age are inserted into the 
equation needed for the regression analysis.
The dependent variable is CLASS. The subjects 
label themselves as belonging to one of four classes: 
upper, middle, working, or lower. The hypotheses tested 
concern the effect, if any, of the independent variables 
on this dependent variable. For the exact questions 
asked by the interviewers from the National Opinion 
Research Center and used in this study, see Appendix B. 
For the recodes designed by the National Opinion Research 
Center and used in this study, see Appendix C. For the 
recodes created specifically for this study, see Appendix 
D.
Mutiple regression analysis serves as the
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principal method for this research. The regression
analysis gives prediction equations that indicate how 
scores on the independent variables could be weighed and 
summed to obtain the most accurate predictions of
subjective class status. The mathematical models are 
developed to relate the independent variables to the 
dependent variable. Also, the data are described through 
correlations of the variable and the number of cases 
found to illustrate them and also depict the presence of 
multicollinearity among the independent variables. For 
certain crosstabulations of nominal variables, see
Appendix E. Multicollinearity may create difficulties in 
the analysis. For example, if two highly interrelated 
independent variables are in the regression equation, the 
second will be explaining essentially the same variation 
as the first since there will be considerable overlap 
(Blalock, 1979: 485).
The objectives in this research are to determine 
whether the variables are important predictors of 
subjective class identification and which variables are 
significant for men and women. That is, are the men and 
women influenced by different variables? If so, which of 
these variables are significant? Also, each equation 
drawn has qualifying chacteristics included. To further 
explain this methodology, conditions were added to the 
statistical runs so that certain variables could be 
controlled. The conditions set for the four equations 
are as follows. The married working men who are
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antifeminists are the conditions set for equation 1. The 
married working men who are feminists are the conditions 
set for equation 2. The married working women who are
antifeminists are the conditions set for equation 3. The
married working women who are feminists are the
conditions set for equation 4. Pairwise missing-value 
treatment is chosen because this treatment does not 
cancel a case that has a missing value involving one or
more (but not all) variables used in the equation. "The
missing, value for a particular variable causes that cases 
to be eliminated from calculations involving that
variable only" (Nie et al., 1975: 353). It is used
because there are many variables with a few missing 
values. Also, the implementation of listwise
missing-value treatment would greatly reduce the number 
of cases. However, problems exist concerning the use of 
pairwise deletion. The number of cases is not consistent 
because of this treatment. From this inconsistency, the 
same cases are not used in the calculations. Thus, the 
reader should be aware that pairwise, not listwise, 
deletion of missing values is chosen for the analyses.
The "method.subcommand" used in developing the 
regression equation is the BACKWARD subcommand. All
independent variables are entered into the equation. 
Then, the variables that do not have a value with a 
significant level of .10 or less are removed from the 
equation. This process yields only those variables which 
have a significant effect on the dependent variable.
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The statistics requested for the analyses include 
R, R squared, adjusted R squared, and standard error; 
analysis of variance with degrees of freedom, sums of 
squares, mean squares, the F value for multiple R, and 
the observed significance level of F. Also included are 
the statistics for the variables in the equations 
consisting of the regression coefficient B, the standard 
error of B, and the standardized coefficient BETA; the 
statistics for the variables removed from the equations 
consisting of the regression coefficient B, the standard 
error of B, and the standardized coefficient BETA 
(Norusis, 1982: 124-125). Also, as previously
discussed, correlations between the variables and the 
number of cases found are given in order to describe the 
variables and depict the presence of multicollinearity 
among the independent variables.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS
This research seeks to measure variables that 
influence subjective class identification of married men 
and women. The variables include the educational and 
occupational attainments of the respondents and their 
respective spouse, and background characteristics of the 
respondents. In the literature review, varying results 
were found in the research discussed. In order to
compare these findings with the findings of the present 
study, most of the variables used in those studies are
also used here. Because of social changes made by women
concerning their increasing attainments in the workplace, 
more years of school completed by women, and the
respondents’ antifeminist or feminist beliefs, the 
hypotheses are posed. (Census Bureau, 1980: 35-36,
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Census Bureau, 1981: 48,126, and Employment and Training
Report of the President, 1982: 217). The hypotheses are
1. if married women believe that they are not 
subordinate to men in status, they will rely less heavily 
on their husbands1 occupational and educational 
attainments for subjective class identification, and 2. 
if married men believe that women are not subordinate to 
men in status, they will rely less heavily on their own 
occupational and educational attainments for subjective 
class identification, and more heavily on those of their 
wives.
The analyses began with the correlations of the 
variables and the number of cases found, and culminated 
with the multiple regression analysis. This regression 
analysis is the principal method employed to explain the 
variance and test the relationships of the variables 
inserted in the regression equation and the dependent 
variable of subjective class identification. In this 
research, variations exist in the variables used that may 
affect the dependent variable.
Concerning the correlations studied,
multicollinearity was found among some of the variables. 
As discussed earlier, multicollinearity refers to 
independent variables that are very highly
intercorrelated (Nie et al., 1975: 340). The presence
of multicollinearity presents problems for each variable 
explains the same variance of the equation. Thus, one of 
the variables must be removed from the equation to insure
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the reliability of the relative importance indicated by 
the partial regression coefficients. The highly 
intercorrelated variables are respondents* occupation 
(OCC) and the respondents' occupational prestige 
(PRESTIGE), the spouse's occupation (SPOCC) and the 
spouse’s occupational prestige (SPPRES), and the father's 
occupation (PAOCC) and the father's occupational prestige 
(PAPRES). Since one's occupational prestige is derived 
from the characteristics of one's occupation, the 
presence of multicollinearity is predictable. However, 
one of these sets of variables must be removed from the 
equation in order to insure reliability in the research. 
Upon further examination of the data, the set of 
variables that was significant concerning class 
identified was the prestige set of variables. That is, 
the prestige variables were often more significant than 
the occupation variables. From the support given for the 
variables of prestige and their significance in the 
research, the variables of OCC, SPOCC, and PAOCC were 
deleted from the review. For the four equations 
analyzed, the correlations of the variables are in Table 
I.
With regard to the remaining variables, some 
interesting correlations are found. In the equation of 
antifeminist men, the intercorrelations of the husbands' 
education (EDUC) and their respective wife's education 
(SPEDUC) is approximately 35 percent. In the 
intercorrelations of feminist men, the datum shows a
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TABLE I
CORRELATIONS OF VARIABLES FOR 
MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST MEN
PAOCC OCC SPOCC PAPRES PRESTIGE SPPRES
PAOCC* 1.00** 0.24 0.08 0.43 0.12 0.08
OCC 0.24 1.00 0.30 0.15 0.78 0.22
SPOCC 0.08 0.30 1.00 0.07 0.32 0.73
PAPRES 0.43 0.15 0.07 1.00 0.15 0.10
PRESTIGE 0.12 0.78 0.32 0.15 1.00 0.30
SPPRES 0.08 0.22 0.73 0.10 0.30 1.00
*PAOCC =Fathers * Occupation
OCC Respondents’ Occupation
SPOCC =Spousesf Occupation
PAPRES =Fathers* Occupational Prestige
PRESTIGE Respondents’Occupational Prestige 
SPPRES =Spouses' Occupational Prestige
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table I (cont.)
CORRELATIONS OF VARIABLES FOR 
MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST MEN
PAOCC OCC SPOCC PAPRES PRESTIGE SPPRES
PAOCC* 1.00** 0.37 0.16 0.64 0.36 0.19
OCC 0.37 1.00 0.37 0.18 0.78 0.34
SPOCC 0.16 0.37 1.00 0.08 0.40 0.71
PAPRES 0.64 0.18 0.08 1.00 0.27 0.05
PRESTIGE 0.36 0.78 0.40 0.27 1.00 0.35
SPPRES 0.19 0.34 0.71 0.05 0.35 1.00
*PAOCC =Fathers’ occupation 
OCC =Respondents’ occupation 
SPOCC =Spouses' occupation
PAPRES =Fathersf occupational prestige 
PRES =Respondents1 occupational prestige 
SPPRES =Spousesf occupational prestige
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundreth.
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Table I (cont.)
CORRELATIONS FOR VARIABLES FOR 
MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST WOMEN
PAOCC OCC SPOCC PAPRES PRESTIGE SPPRES
PAOCC* 1.00** 0.08 0.17 0.49 0.19 0.15
OCC 0.08 1.00 0.24 0.20 0.75 0.23
SPOCC 0.17 0.24 1.00 0.11 0.28 0.74
PAPRES 0.49 0.20 0.11 1.00 0.28 0.24
PRESTIGE 0.19 0.75 0.28 0.28 1.00 0.30
SPPRES 0.15 0.23 0.74 0.24 0.30 1.00
*PAOCC ^Fathers’ Occupation
OCC =Respondents’ Occupation
SPOCC =Spouses’ Occupation
PAPRES =Fathers’ Occupational Prestige
PRESTIGE =Respondents’Occupational Prestige 
SPPRES =Spouses’ Occupational Prestige
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table I (cont.)
CORRELATIONS OF VARIABLES FOR 
MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST WOMEN
PAOCC OCC SPOCC PAPRES PRESTIGE SPPRES
PAOCC* 1.00** 0.13 0.43 0.61 0.12 0.41
OCC 0.13 1.00 0.30 0.18 0.77 0.33
SPOCC 0.43 0.30 1.00 0.30 0.31 0.79
PAPRES 0.61 0.18 0.30 1.00 0.21 0.34
PRESTIGE 0.12 0.77 0.31 0.21 1.00 0.31
SPPRES 0.41 0.33 0.79 0.34 0.31 1.00
*PAOCC =Fathers' Occupation
OCC =Respondents' Occupation
SPOCC =Spouses' Occupation
PAPRES =Fathers* Occupational Prestige
PRESTIGE =Respondents’Occupational Prestige 
SPPRES =Spouses’ Occupational Prestige
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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higher percentage: approximately 46. Concerning
antifeminist women, the correlation is approximately 36 
percent. In the last equation; i.e., feminist women, 
the datum reads approximately 25 percent. These 
correlations show that persons marry others with similar 
educational backgrounds. It is generally known that most 
people marry persons whose educational attainments are 
similar to their own. These correlation matrices support 
this assertion. To give further proof, the
intercorrelations between father's education (PAEDUC) and 
mother's education (MAEDUC) tend to support the similar 
educational background and marriage relationship. For 
the parents of the feminist and antifeminist men, the 
intercorrelations are approximately 40 percent. For the 
antifeminist women's parents, the results are
approximately 29 percent. Concerning the feminist women, 
the intercorrelations are approximately 35 percent. 
There is a positive correlation between job prestige and 
years of education. These intercorrelations reflect the 
methodology of the original research design and, the 
presence of them in this research yields support for 
reliability. For the exact intercorrelations found for 
the four equations, refer to Table II.
In each of the equations, the number of cases is 
similar. Since pairwise deletion of missing cases is 
used, the number of cases is not consistent. In pairwise 
missing-value treatment, the case that has a missing 
value for a specific value is deleted only for that
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TABLE II
CORRELATIONS FOR REMAINING VARIABLES 
FOR MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST MEN
PAPRES PAEDUC MAEDUC SPPRES SPED1
PAPRES* 1.00** 0.36 0.17 0.10 0.23
PAEDUC 0.36 1.00 0.63 0.23 0.37
MAEDUC 0.17 0.63 1.00 0.12 0.33
SPPRES 0.10 0.23 0.12 1.00 0.56
SPEDUC 0.23 0.37 0.33 0.56 1.00
PRESTIGE 0.15 0.19 0.05 0.29 0.39
EDUC 0.24 0.47 0.36 0.36 0.59
AGE 0.08 -0.32 -0.42 -0.02 -0.18
CLASS 0.15 0.08 0.04 0.21 0.25
*PAPRES =Fathers’ Occupational Prestige
PAEDUC =Fathers' Education
MAEDUC =Mothers f Education
SPPRES =Spouses’ Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC ^Spouses’ Education
PRESTIGE =Respondentsf Occupational Prestige 
EDUC =Respondents’ Education
AGE =Respondents' Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table II (cont.)
CORRELATIONS FOR REMAINING VARIABLES 
FOR MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINST MEN (cont.)
EDUC AGE CLASS PRESTIGE
PAPRES* 0.24** 0.08 0.15 0.15
PAEDUC 0.47 -0.32 0.08 0.19
MAEDUC 0.36 -0.42 0.04 0.05
SPPRES 0.36 -0.02 0.21 0.29
SPEDUC 0.59 -0.18 0.25 0.39
PRESTIGE 0.46 0.14 0.31 1.00
EDUC 1.00 -0.27 0.26 0.46
AGE -0.27 1.00 0.24 0.14
CLASS 0.26 0.24 1.00 0.31
*PAPRES =Fathers* Occupational Prestige
PAEDUC =Fathersf Education
MAEDUC =Mothers* Education
SPPRES =Spouses* Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spouses' Education
PRESTIGE =Respondents’ Occupational Prestige 
EDUC =Respondents’ Education
AGE ^Respondents’ Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table II (cont.)
CORRELATIONS FOR REMAINING VARIABLES
FOR MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST MEN
PAPRES PAEDUC MAEDUC SPPRES SPED1
PAPRES* 1.00** 0.57 0.22 0.05 0.18
PAEDUC 0.57 1.00 0.63 0.12 0.28
MAEDUC 0.22 0.63 1.00 0.08 0.30
SPPRES 0.05 0.12 0.08 1.00 0.59
SPEDUC 0.18 0.28 0.26 0.59 1.00
PRESTIGE 0.27 0.26 0.17 0.35 0.46
EDUC 0.24 0.41 0.29 0.44 0.68
AGE -0.02 -0.25 -0.35 -0.12 -0.13
CLASS 0.15 0.08 0.04 0.21 0.25
*PAPRES =Fathers' Occupational Prestige 
PAEDUC =Fathers1 Education
MAEDUC =Mothers’ Education
SPPRES =Spouses’ Occupational Prestige 
SPEDUC =Spouses’ Education
PRESTIGE =Respondents’ Occupational Prestige 
EDUC =Respondentsf Education
AGE =Respondents’ Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table II (cont.)
CORRELATIONS FOR REMAINING VARIABLES
FOR MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST MEN (cont.)
EDUC AGE CLASS PRESTIGE
PAPRES* 0.24** -0.02 0.20 0.27
PAEDUC 0.41 -0.25 0.18 0.26
MAEDUC 0.29 -0.35 0.12 0.17
SPPRES 0.44 -0.11 0.23 0.35
SPEDUC 0.68 -0.13 0.29 0.46
PRESTIGE 0.66 0.12 0.42 1.00
EDUC 1.00 -0.11 0.41 0.66
AGE -0.11 1.00 0.26 0.12
CLASS 0.41 0.26 1.00 0.31
*PAPRES =Fathers* Occupational Prestige 
PAEDUC =Fathers* Education
MAEDUC =Mothers’ Education
SPPRES =Spousesf Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spouses1 Education
PRESTIGE =Respondents1 Occupational Prestige
EDUC =Respondents’ Education
AGE =Respondents1 Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table II (cont.) 
CORRELATIONS FOR REMAINING VARIABLES 
FOR MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST WOMEN
PAPRES PAEDUC MAEDUC SPPRES SPED1
PAPRES* 1.00** 0.44 0.39 0.24 0.21
PAEDUC 0.44 1.00 0.54 0.13 0.35
MAEDUC 0.39 0.54 1.00 0.27 0.30
SPPRES 0.24 0.13 0.27 1.00 0.34
SPEDUC 0.21 0.35 0.30 0.34 1.00
PRESTIGE 0.28 0.31 0.24 0.30 0.38
EDUC 0.35 0.41 0.42 0.34 0.60
AGE -0.09 -0.35 -0.32 -0.02 -0.33
CLASS 0.18 0.02 0.09 0.34 0.20
*PAPRES =Fathersf Occupational Prestige 
PAEDUC =Fathers1 Education
MAEDUC =Mothers* Education
SPPRES =Spousesf Occupational Prestige 
SPEDUC =Spouses* Education
PRESTIGE =Respondentsf Occupational Prestige 
EDUC =Respondents’ Education
AGE =Respondents’ Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table II (cont.)
CORRELATIONS FOR REMAINING VARIABLES
FOR MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST WOMEN (cont.)
EDUC AGE CLASS PRESTIGE
PAPRES* 0.35** -0.09 0.12 0.28
PAEDUC 0.41 -0.35 0.02 0.31
MAEDUC 0.42 -0.32 0.09 0.24
SPPRES 0.34 -0.02 0.34 0.30
SPEDUC 0.60 -0.33 0.20 0.38
PRESTIGE 0.54 -0.02 0.17 1.00
EDUC 1.00
00CO•01 0.08 0.54
AGE -0.38 1.00 0.16 -0.02
CLASS 0.08 0.16 1.00 0.16
*PAPRES =Fathersl Occupational Prestige
PAEDUC =Fathers’ Education
MAEDUC =Mothers1 Education
SPPRES =Spousesf Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spousest Education
PRESTIGE =Respondentsf Occupational Prestige 
EDUC =Respondents' Education
AGE =Respondents’ Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table II (cont.) 
CORRELATIONS FOR REMAINING VARIABLES 
FOR MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST WOMEN
PAPRES PAEDUC MAEDUC SPPRES SPED1
PAPRES* 1.00** 0.62 0.35 0.34 0.34
PAEDUC 0.62 1.00 0.59 0.29 0.35
MAEDUC 0.35 0.59 1.00 0.19 0.30
SPPRES 0.13 0.23 0.19 1.00 0.56
SPEDUC 0.34 0.35 0.30 0.63 1.00
PRESTIGE 0.21 0.22 0.20 0.31 0.33
EDUC 0.39 0.38 0.33 0.43 0.50
AGE -0.06 i o . l-o o -0.17 -0.08 -0.16
CLASS 0.36 0.32 0.25 0.43 0.42
*PAPRES =Fathersf Occupational Prestige
PAEDUC =Fathers * Education
MAEDUC =Mothersf Education
SPPRES =Spouses1 Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spouses' Education
PRESTIGE =Respondents1 Occupational Prestige 
EDUC =Respondentsf Education
AGE =Respondents* Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table II (cont.)
CORRELATIONS FOR REMAINING VARIABLES
FOR MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST WOMEN (cont.)
EDUC AGE CLASS PRESTIGE
PAPRES* 0.39** -0.06 0.36 0.21
PAEDUC 0.38 -0.20 0.32 0.22
MAEDUC 0.33 -0.17 0.25 0.20
SPPRES 0.43 -0.08 0.43 0.23
SPEDUC 0.50 -0.16 0.42 0.33
PRESTIGE 0.59 0.07 0.34 1.00
EDUC 1.00 -0.14 0.38 0.59
AGE -0.14 1.00 0.08 0.07
CLASS 0.38 0.08 1.00 0.34
*PAPRES =Fathers* Occupational Prestige
PAEDUC =Fathersf Education
MAEDUC =Mothers* Education
SPPRES =Spouses* Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spousesl Education
PRESTIGE =Respondents* Occupational Prestige 
EDUC =Respondents’ Education
AGE =Respondents’ Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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calculation. The case is then re-entered into future 
calculations. Thus, the number of cases is not 
consistent in the research, and averages are given for 
the equations. For antifeminist males, the number of 
cases averages 224. For feminist males, the number of 
cases averages 199. The average for antifeminist females 
is 210 and the average for feminist females reads 208.
Thus, the cases for all four equations average 210 which
supports the premise that cases analyzed and compared 
must have similar data bases. That is, the number of 
cases for analysis is relatively similar for all analyses 
made in the study. For the breakdown of the number of 
cases for each variable entered in the equations, refer 
to Table III.
The statistics generated concerning the variables 
note some significant results. The means concerning 
feminist men and women are higher for all specific 
measurements of status than the means for the
antifeminist men and women. Also, the means for
subjective class identified are higher for the feminist 
men and women than their antifeminist counterparts. 
Furthermore, differences are found in the means of the 
ages of the feminist respondents versus the antifeminist 
respondents. The feminist respondents tend to be younger 
than the antifeminist respondents. For the exact 
statistics found, see Table III.
As stated earlier, multiple regression serves as 
the principal method of analysis for this research. This
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TABLE III
STATISTICS FOR MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST MEN
MEAN STD DEV CASES
PAPRES* 36.44** 10.44 225
PAEDUC 7.61 3.94 168
MAEDUC 8.25 3.66 189
SPPRES 35.61 13.40 192
SPEDUC 11.09 2.63 246
PRESTIGE 36.86 13.72 250
*
EDUC 10.71 3.31 248
AGE 49.28 15.55 249
CLASS 2.37 0.59 246
*PAPRES =Fathers' Occupational Prestige
PAEDUC =Fathersf Education
MAEDUC =Mothersf Education
SPPRES =Spouses* Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spousesf Education
PRESTIGE =Respondentsf Occupational Prestige
EDUC =Respondents* Education
AGE =Respondents* Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table III (cont.)
STATISTICS FOR MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST MEN
MEAN STD DEV CASES
PAPRES* 40.85** 12.65 189
PAEDUC 9.39 3.88 169
MAEDUC 10.02 3.37 191
SPPRES 42.03 12.34 188
SPEDUC 12.64 2.64 209
PRESTIGE 44.55 13.87 212
EDUC 13.12 3.31 212
AGE 42.65 14.30 211
CLASS 2.56 0.60 211
*PAPRES
PAEDUC
MAEDUC
SPPRES
SPEDUC
PRESTIGE
EDUC
AGE
CLASS
=Fathers1 
^Fathers' 
=Mothers f 
=Spouses' 
=Spouses1 
=Respondents1 
=Respondents f
Occupational Prestige
Education
Education
Occupational Prestige 
Education
Occupational Prestige 
Education
=Respondents1 Age 
=Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table III (cont.)
STATISTICS FOR MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST WOMEN
MEAN STD DEV CASES
PAPRES* 37.25** 10.97 197
PAEDUC 7.97 3.88 154
MAEDUC 8.67 3.52 177
SPPRES 38.37 11.57 228
SPEDUC 11.08 3.35 224
PRESTIGE 34.33 12.24 228
EDUC 10.97 2.55 226
AGE 46.69 14.69 228
CLASS 2.52 0.61 225
*PAPRES =Fathersf Occupational Prestige
PAEDUC ^Fathers’ Education
MAEDUC =Mothersf Education
SPPRES =Spouses’ Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spouses! Education
PRESTIGE =Respondents1 Occupational Prestige
EDUC =Respondents* Education
AGE =Respondents’ Age
CLASS =Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Table III (cont.)
STATISTICS FOR MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST WOMEN
MEAN STD DEV CASES
PAPRES* 41.34** 13.00 188
PAEDUC 10.22 3.50 170
MAEDUC 10.77 2.95 192
SPPRES 44.20 14.44 219
SPEDUC 13.09 3.00 221
PRESTIGE 41.96 12.91 221
EDUC 12.96 2.35 221
AGE 40.09 12.91 221
CLASS 2.56 0.61 220
*PAPRES
PAEDUC
MAEDUC
SPPRES
SPEDUC
PRESTIGE
EDUC
AGE
CLASS
=Fathers' 
=Fathers1 
=Mothers1 
=Spouses1 
=Spouses f 
=Respondents' 
=Respondents’
Occupational Prestige
Education
Education
Occupational Prestige 
Education
Occupational Prestige 
Education
=Respondents! Age 
=Subjective Class Identified
**The correlations are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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analysis is the study of the "simultaneous relationships 
among several variables" (Babbie, 1979: 581). By using
multiple regression analysis, social class identification 
is partially explained by using the variables of EDUC, 
SPEDUC, PAEDUC, MAEDUC, PRESTIGE, SPPRES, PAPRES, and 
respondents’ age (AGE), all working together. The 
equations derived from this procedure provide the 
information necessary to find which variables, if any, 
have a significant effect on the dependent variable.
Four separate equations are derived as a result 
of the selected variables of sex (SEX) and feminist 
attitudes (FEMINIST). These four equations are derived 
from the hypotheses posed and for comparison purposes of 
men and women subjects. In this analysis, the effect of 
the independent variables on the four sets of subjects is 
tested.
In the literature review Cretser el: al_. (1980)
applied their findings to three conceptual models of 
status selection. These are the status independent 
model, the status borrowing model, and the status sharing 
model. Persons who are influenced by their own 
attainments for subjective class identification are 
following a status independent model. Persons who use 
the attainments of their spouse for their class selection 
follow the status borrowing model. The status sharing 
model refers to those persons who are influenced by a 
combination of their attainments and others’ attainments 
when they choose their subjective class (Cretser et_ al.,
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1980: 145-147). The findings of this study will be
applied to these models in order to test the validity of 
these models and to identify which of the models fits any 
of the cases. With regard to the antifeminist males, the 
combined independent variables explained variance because 
of the regression of approximately 20 percent (RSQ= 
0.19899). The F scores of the combination indicate 
significant asociation with the subjective class 
identified. In this analysis, the F is 3.78858. The 
observed significance level is 0.0005.
The beta weights (the standardized regression 
coefficients) are used to test the relationship between 
each independent variable and the dependent variable. Of 
the variables entered in the equation, two are found to 
be significant. subcommand. In this analysis on the 
antifeminist men, two variables, AGE and EDUC are found 
to be significant. The variance explained in this final 
equation is approximately 17 percent (RSQ=0.16759). The 
F score of the combined significant variables is 
12.88484. The observed significance level is 0.0000. 
Specifically, the significance level for each variable 
reads 0.0001 for AGE and 0.0001 for EDUC. The beta 
weights are 0.32991 and 0.34781 respectively. For the 
regression analysis of the significant variables on class 
selection, see Table IV. From this analysis, the status 
independent model fits best for the antifeminist males. 
The men are more likely to be influenced by their age and 
education when selecting their class status. Thus, they
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TABLE IV
REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT 
VARIABLES ON CLASS SELECTION 
FOR MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST MEN
VARIABLE B SE B BETA F SIG F
AGE* 0.01250 0.00317 0.32991 15.506 0.0001
EDUC 0.06184 0.01490 0.34781 17.234 0.0001
CONSTANT 1.08654 0.25652 17.941 0.0000
Variables statistically nonsignificant are:
Fathers’ Occupational Prestige
Fathers’ Education
Mothers' Education
Spouses' Occupational Prestige
Spouses' Education
Respondents’ Occupational Prestige
*AGE =Respondents’ Age
EDUC =Respondents’ Education
CONSTANT =The constant in the regression equation 
RSQ=0.17**
DF=2
F=12.88484
**The RSQ is rounded off to the nearest hundredth.
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are largely referring to their own attainments.
Concerning the feminist males, the independent 
variables combined explain approximately 30 percent of 
the variance as a result of regression (RSQ= 0.29844). 
The F score of the combined variables reads 7.44456 while 
the observed significance level is 0.0000. Of these 
variables entered in the equation, three are found to be 
significant: AGE, PRESTIGE, and EDUC. Specifically,
these three variables explain approximately 28 percent of 
the variance as a result of regression (RSQ=0.27576). 
The significant F of the variables is 0.0002 for AGE, 
0.0855 for PRESTIGE, and 0.0012 for EDUC. The beta 
weights are 0.27914, 0.16957, and 0.32447 respectively.
For the regression analysis of these significant 
variables on class selection, see Table V. With regard 
to the conceptual models, the model best suited for the 
men is also the model that best fit for the married 
working antifeminist men. That is, these subjects tend 
to be influenced by their own attainments when selecting 
their class status. Thus, the model followed is the 
status independent model.
As with the men, the women subjects were divided 
into two groups: antifeminist and feminist women. In
the analysis of the antifeminist women, all independent 
variables combined explain approximately 18 percent of 
the variance as a result of regression (RSQ=0.18493)• 
The F score of these variables is 3.71540 with the 
observed significance level of 0.0006. Of the variables
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TABLE V
REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT 
VARIABLES ON CLASS SELECTION 
FOR MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST MEN
VARIABLE B SEB BETA F SIG F
AGE* 0.01174 0.00310 0.27914 14.353 0.0002
PRESTIGE 0.00736 0.00425 0.16957 2.997 0.0855
EDUC 0.05899 0.01779 0.32447 10.988 0.0012
CONSTANT 0.95666 0.22763 17.663 0.0000
Variables statistically nonsignificant are:
Fathers’ Occupational Prestige 
Fathers’ Education 
Mothers' Education 
Spouses’ Occuptional Prestige 
Spouses’ Education
*AGE =Respondents’ Age
PRESTIGE =Respondents’ Occupational Prestige 
EDUC =Respondents’ Education
CONSTANT =The constant in the regression equation 
RSQ=0.28**
DF=3
F=18.40292
**The RSQ is rounded off to the hundredth.
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entered in the equation, three variables remain after the 
BACKWARD sucommand was implemented. The variables are 
AGE, SPPRES, and SPEDUC, The variance explained by these 
variables is approximately 17 percent (RSQ=0.16527). The 
F score of these variables is 8.97582 and the observed 
significance level is 0.0000. The beta weights are 
0.22362 for AGE, 0.28126 for SPPRES, and 0.0502 for 
SPEDUC. For the regression analysis on class selection, 
refer to Table VI. These women tend to be influenced by 
the attainments of their spouse when selecting their 
status. None of the significant variables in the final 
equation was variables of their attainments or of the 
parents. The status borrowing model best reflects this 
phenomenon.
The last equation analyzed is the one concerning 
the effect of the independent variables on feminist 
women's class selection. The independent variables 
combined explain approximately 31 percent of the variance 
as a result of regression (RSQ=0.30879). The F score of 
these combined variables is 8.04130 while the observed 
level of significance reads 0.0000. The remaining 
variables from the BACKWARD subcommand procedure in the 
regression are the most found in any of the equations. 
That is, the following variables remained: PAPRES,
PRESTIGE, SPPRES, and SPEDUC. The approximate variance 
explained as a result of the regression is 29 percent 
(RSQ=0.28876). The F score reads 15.02186 while the 
observed significance level is 0.0000.
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TABLE VI
REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT 
VARIABLES ON CLASS SELECTION 
FOR MARRIED WORKING ANTIFEMINIST WOMEN
VARIABLE B SEB BETA F SIG F
AGE* 0.00933 0.00348 0.22362 7.206 0.0082
SPPRES 0.01490 0.00444 0.28126 11.282 0.0010
SPEDUC 0.03206 0.01622 0.17496 3.904 0.0502
CONSTANT 1.15758 0.28710 16.257 0.0001
Variables statistically nonsignificant are:
Fathers' Occupational Prestige 
Fathers' Education 
Mothers' Education 
Respondents' Prestige 
Respondents' Education
*AGE =Respondents' Age
SPPRES =Spouses' Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spouses' Education
CONSTANT =The constant in the regression equation 
RSQ=0.17**
DF=3
F=8.97582
**The RSQ is rounded off to the hundredth.
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Specifically, the observed significance level for each 
variable reads as follows: 0.0133 for PAPRES, 0.0195 for
PRESTIGE, 0.0254 for SPPRES, and 0.0608 for SPEDUC. The 
beta weights calculated are 0.18830 for PAPRES, 0.17582 
for PRESTIGE, 0.20617 for SPPRES, and 0.17301 for SPEDUC. 
For the regression analysis of these variables, see Table 
VII.
As stated earlier, these women responded to more 
variables than did any other of the defined groups. They 
are more likely to be influenced by the attainments of 
their fathers, their spouses, and themselves. This 
selection procedure exemplifies the status sharing model. 
Also, this group is the only one to be influenced by 
background characteristics; e.g., father's occupational 
prestige, when identifying their class status.
Concerning the conceptual models, all three were 
followed in this research. The men's identification 
process, both antifeminist and feminist, exemplify the 
status independent model for they tend to be influenced 
by their own attainments as criteria for class selection. 
The antifeminist women follow the status borrowing model 
as they are more likely to be influenced by their 
husband's attainments for class selection. The status 
sharing model is best suited for the feminist women for 
they tend to be influenced by the attainments of their 
father, their spouse, and themselves when determining 
their class status. One model does not globally fit the 
process; instead, each model suits a specific group
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TABLE VII
REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT 
VARIABLES ON CLASS SELECTION 
FOR MARRIED WORKING FEMINIST WOMEN
VARIABLE B SEB BETA F SIG F
PAPRES* 0.00887 0.00354 0.18830 6.276 0.0133
PRESTIGE 0.00834 0.00353 0.17582 5.580 0.0195
SPPRES 0.00874 0.00387 0.20617 5.101 0.0254
SPEDUC 0.03533 0.01870 0.17301 3.569 0.0608
CONSTANT 0.99832 0.21793 20.986 0.0000
Variables statistically nonsignificant are:
Fathers' Education 
Mothers' Education 
Respondents' Education 
Respondents' Age
*PAPRES ^Fathers' Occupational Prestige 
PRESTIGE =Respondents' Occupational Prestige 
SPPRES =Spouses' Occupational Prestige
SPEDUC =Spouses' Education
CONSTANT =The constant in the regression equation 
RSQO.29**
DF=4
F=15.02186
**The RSQ is rounded off to the hundredth.
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defined.
Thus, support is found for the hypothesis that if 
married women believe that they are not subordinate to 
men in status, they will rely less heavily on the their 
husbands’ occupational and educational attainments for 
their own subjective class identification. The
hypothesis that reads if married men believe that women 
are not subordinate to men in status, they will rely less 
heavily on their own occupational and educational 
attainments for subjective class identification is not 
supported. From the data analyzed the men who believe 
women are not subordinate to men in status, are not 
strongly influenced by their respective spouse’s 
attainments when selecting their class status. The women 
who believe they are not subordinate to men in status, 
are not influenced solely by their respective spouse’s 
attainments when determining their class status.
This analysis set out to describe and measure 
variables that influence married working men and women’s 
subjective class identification. The variables that have 
significant influence vary according to the particular 
group studied. Concerning the antifeminist men, their 
age and their education prove to be significant. For the 
feminist men, their age, their prestige, and their 
education influence their class identification. The 
antifeminist women are influenced by their age, their 
spouse’s prestige, and their spouse’s education. The 
feminist women are influenced by their father’s prestige, 
their prestige, their spouse's prestige, and their
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spouse’s education. The variances explained differ among 
the controlled groups. The percentages range from 
approximately 17 percent (for antifeminist men and women) 
to approximately 28 percent (for feminist men) to 
approximately 29 percent (for feminist women). It is 
important to note the effect of the feminist attitudes of 
the respondents on their class identified. The analyses 
reveal partial support for the hypotheses concerning the 
impact of feminist attitudes. This finding partially 
supports some of the findings from the previous 
literature which suggest that women are not following a 
status borrowing model.
CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The hypotheses of this study reflect demographic 
changes and attitudes held concerning women's place in 
society. Specifically, the demographic changes are the 
increase in labor force participation by women, more 
school years completed by women, and more female headed 
households (Census Bureau, 1980: 35-36, Census Bureau,
1981: 48, 126, and Employment and Training Report of the
President, 1982: 217). The hypothesis that reads if
married women believe that they are not subordinate to 
men in status, they will rely less heavily on their 
husbands' occupational and educational attainments for 
subjective class identification is supported. The 
hypothesis that reads if married men believe that women 
are not subordinate to men in status, they will rely less 
heavily on their own occupational and educational 
attainments for subjective class identification and more 
heavily on those of their wives is not supported. The
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feminist women are more likely to be influenced by their 
father's attainments, their spouse’s attainments, and 
their own attainments for class identification. The men 
are not affected by the presence of the feminist 
variable. They tend to be influenced by their own 
attainments for class identification.
It is important to note the effect of the 
feminist perspectives on the respondents' class 
identification. The present research found results that 
are partly consistent with the past findings. For 
instance, the sociologists Marcus Felson and David Knoke 
(1974) address the issue of women's internalizing the 
norms of male dominance (Felson and Knoke, 1974: 516).
Applying this issue to the present study, women who do 
not internalize norms of male dominance; i.e., the 
feminist women, are not ignoring their own attainments in 
the class identification process. However, the 
antifeminist women tend to ignore their attainments when 
they identify their class status. This behavior may be 
influenced by their acceptance of male dominance norms.
Two sociologists, Ellen Van Velsor and Leonard 
Beeghley, replicated Felson and Knoke's (1974) study. In 
their 1979 research, Van Velsor and Beeghley indicate 
that a married working woman is influenced by a 
combination of her own, her husband's, and her father's 
occupational attainments when determining her class. 
This finding is partially concurrent with the findings 
here. However, one main difference exists. In the
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present research, the women subjects are divided into two 
groups: antifeminist women and feminist women. The
findings that are similar to Van Velsor and Beeghley's 
findings concern the analysis pertaining to the feminist 
women. Thus, partial support is found here for their 
conclusions. Partial support is also found for the 
research of the sociologists, Dana V. Hiller and William 
W. Philliber (1978). They conclude that wives' 
occupational prestige has significant influence upon 
their class identification. Again, this conclusion is 
made in this present study concerning feminist women.
Partial support is found for the research of Gary 
A. Cretser, Thomas E. Lasswell, and Joseph J. Leon 
(1980) These sociologists tested the three models. These 
models are the status independent model which is followed 
by persons who are influenced by their own attainments 
for class identification; the status borrowing model 
which is followed by persons who are influenced by their 
spouse's attainments for class identification; and the 
status sharing model which is followed by persons who are 
influenced by both their own and their spouse's 
attainments for class identification (Cretser ert al., 
1980: 145-147). In the present research, a status
independent model fits best for the antifeminist and 
feminist men. These men tend to be influenced by their 
own occupational prestige and their educational 
attainments. Support is found for the influence of the 
respondents' educational attainments for both groups of
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men are influenced by this variable. However, the 
feminist men are more likely to be influenced by both 
variables that were found significant in the study by 
Cretser et al. (1980).
Concerning the women subjects, Cretser at al. 
(1980) conclude that women follow a status borrowing 
model. The influencing variables are the spouseTs 
occupational prestige and the father's occupational 
prestige. Their findings are partially supported by the 
present research. To elaborate on this statement, 
Cretser et al. (1980) did not differentiate the subjects 
according to their beliefs with regard to women's place 
in society. The present study supports the conclusion 
that antifeminist women follow the status borrowing model 
while feminist women follow a status sharing model. The 
variable of the spouse's occupational prestige is found 
significant for both groups of women. The father's 
occupational prestige is found significant for the 
feminist women. Since Cretser et aJL. (1980) did not 
divide the women into groups according to their feminist 
perspectives, perhaps their method insured the presence 
of both variables pertaining to all the women. However, 
when these women are separated according to their 
ideology, the father's occupational prestige shows 
significance for the feminist women. Furthermore, the 
respondent's prestige also becomes significant. 
Therefore, the presence of the controlled variable of 
feminist perspectives has significant effect on the data
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analysis. Felson and Knoke (1974) had commented on the 
internalization of norms of male dominance by married 
women. The analysis in the study supports that this 
acceptance or rejection of these norms is key when women 
designate their class status.
From these findings that antifeminist women 
follow a status borrowing model and feminist women follow 
a status sharing model, one may make speculations. For 
example, Elaine Walster, G. William Walster, and Ellen 
Berscheid present a discussion concerning equity theory 
and intimate relationships. These social psychologists 
offer equity theory as a basis for a general theory for 
social psychology (Walster e£ al., 1978: vii). Part of
their writing concerns equity theory and intimate 
relationships; specifically, the resources exchanged 
between a husband and wife. One of these resources is 
status (Walster e£ al^., 1978: 149). Relating this
resource to the present research findings, the women who 
follow a status borrowing model and are influenced by 
their spouse’s attainments for class identification may 
be taking their status as an exchange resource. The 
husband lends his status to his wife in exchange for 
other resources. Walster e£ al. (1980) propose that 
these exchanges include love, information, money, goods, 
and/or services (Walster et al., 1978: 149). However,
the women who follow a status sharing model and tend to 
be influenced by their own, their father’s, and their 
spouse’s attainments may not be taking their class status
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as an exchange resource comparable to this action by the 
women who follow a status borrowing model. Does an 
imbalance in the exchange of resources result when a wife 
does not accept status as a resource exchange? The 
speculative answer is that it depends upon the degree of 
importance status is given as a resource exchange by the 
couple. The pair have a variety of resources that may be 
exchanged. Status is only one of these resources 
(Walster e^t al., 1978: 149). The husband may not lend
his status to his wife in exchange for other resources. 
Also, the pair can negotiate exchange resources and 
status-lending may not have an uppermost exchange value 
for them. Therefore, an imbalance in the exchange of 
resources may not exist.
However, if a woman does not follow a status 
borrowing model for subjective class identification and 
her husband considers his status resource as an uppermost 
asset, one may speculate an imbalance in the exchange of 
resources. The result is an inequitable relationship 
which changes marital balance (Walster et_ al., 1978:
181). In response to this imbalance, the partner can 
change his or her mind concerning the importance of the 
status as a resource for exchange and restore equity 
(Walster et al., 1978: 161). Or she or he can maintain
her or his belief concerning the importance of status as 
a resource for exchange and the negotiations for equity 
fail (Walster et^  al_,, 1978: 161).
These speculations on the effect of equity and
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inequity focus on the negotiation abilities of the pair 
and the degree to which status is felt to be an important 
resource for exchange. Status is labelled as one 
exchange resource (Walster e£ al., 1978: 149). If
status is labelled as an important resource exchange and 
negotiations between the couple fail, one may speculate 
that inequity results. If status is labelled as an
important resource exchange and negotiations succeed, one 
may speculate that equity is maintained. Furthermore, if 
status is not labelled as an important exchange resource, 
one may speculate that the equity is not disturbed.
Concerning men and status as a resource exchange,
generally they have been the status lenders. Their class 
identification is influenced by their educational and 
occupational attainments and, in the present study, they 
are not greatly influenced by their spouse’s attainments 
for their subjective class identification. Does an
imbalance occur because the husband does not borrow his 
status from his wife? The speculative answer is no. 
Generally, men have been the status lenders and, until 
recently, the majority of married women were not employed 
in the labor force (Employment and Training Report of the 
President, 1982: 217). They were following traditional
patterns of primary status roles of wife, mother, and 
housewife while the men were performing the roles of 
father and provider (Parsons, 1954: 94-96). The status
of the man is defined by his own characteristics while 
the woman defined her status by her husband's
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attainments. Therefore, since men tend not to be
influenced by their wifefs occupational and educational
attainments, an imbalance is not speculated.
Furthermore, this research has
implications with reference to the theories of Richard
Easterlin. This sociologist addresses the changing
status of women in America. Specifically, he refers to
the decreasing birthrate and the increasing labor force
participation by women. He proposes that the birthrate
will not continue to decline and the labor force
participation by women will slowdown in its increase.
These proposals are based upon an historical analysis on
the economic conditions and the birthrates from the 1920s
to the present. His hypothesis reads as follows:
As the relative income of young adults rises, 
they will feel less economic pressure and hence 
freer to marry and have children; as their 
relative income falls, they will feel increasing 
economic stress, and marriage and fertility will 
decline (Easterlin, 1980: 43).
To support his hypothesis, Easterlin refers to the
economic conditions in America; particularly a time
setting where favorable economic conditions existed by
which he may compare phenomena to a time setting where
unfavorable economic conditions existed. The birth
cohort of the 1930s experienced favorable economic
conditions as they entered the labor force. This setting
influenced the number of children born. Also, the birth
cohort of the 1950s was effected by its economic setting.
That is, the birth cohort of the 1930s experienced
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favorable economic conditions and the birthrate 
increased; conversely, the birth cohort of the 1950s 
experienced unfavorable economic conditions and the 
birthrate decreased. Relating these conditions to the 
1970s, Easterlin proposes that the increase of women in 
the labor force and the decreasing birthrate are a result 
of the present unfavorable economy. For elaboration upon 
this proposal, he asserts that the decrease of relative 
incomes to married couples yields an increase in the 
labor force which supports the acceptance of "ideological 
movements" consistent with their behavior (Easterlin, 
1980: 76). An example of an ideological movement is the
women’s movement. That is, in order to reduce the 
cognitive dissonance created by the decreased birthrate 
and the increased labor force participation by women, 
these persons become more receptive to ideological 
movements that support these actions. These phenomena 
are directly influenced by the birth cohort in which one 
belongs and the economic situations of the time when s/he 
enters the labor force. The theory has a domino effect: 
baby boom leads to large birth cohort which leads to a 
unfavorable economic conditions as a result of the 
overabundance of workers which leads to less relative 
income which leads to women’s increase in the labor force 
which leads to decreased birth rates.
As the cohorts of the baby boom age, the cohorts 
of the decreased birthrate generation enter the labor 
force. Easterlin predicts that this "swing in generation
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size” will aid in economic recovery (Easterlin, 1980: 
131). Thus, a cyclical theory evolves. From the 
historical analysis and application of this cyclical 
theory, Easterlin predicts a future baby boom. He labels 
the cohort member of the present low birthrate as "the 
lucky babies of the 1970s" for they will experience 
favorable economic situations when they enter the labor 
force (Easterlin, 1980: 132). In agreement with his
cyclical theory, these individuals will have more 
children than their parents did and thus, the cycle 
revolves again. One yield from this projected birthrate 
increase is the slowdown of the increase of childbearing 
age women in the labor force.
The sociologist Andrew J. Cherlin (1981) argues 
against Easterlin’s projections. The core of the 
argument concerns the issue of labor force participation 
by women. The phenomenon of the increase is not 
transitory, as Easterlin proposes; it is permanent. If 
one assumes that women’s increased labor force 
participation is a permanent phenomenon, then one may 
propose that Easterlin’s projections concerning an 
increased birthrate are not supported. That is, the 
birth rate decreases as women’s labor force participation 
increases; thus, the permanent phenomenon yields support 
for the argument against a baby boom.
With regard to the debate concerning women 
working as a temporary or permanent phenomenon, Cherlin 
elaborates upon the changes in attitudes towards women's
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work and the consequences thereof. Easterlin assumes 
that a wife’s work is secondary to the husband’s work and 
her income may be foregone if the husband's income is 
sufficient for the famiy. Research indicates that in 
1970, the attitudes concerning women working were 
traditional. That is, they supported the beliefs that 
the husband should be the achiever for the family and the 
women would establish a better relationship with her 
family if she did not work. By 1977, these attitudes 
changed. There was a move toward liberal beliefs 
concerning women working and their relationship with the 
family. These changes in attitudes concerning women's 
place in society are an independent phenomenon, i.e., the 
nontraditional beliefs are accepted as norms. (Cherlin, 
1981: 60-64). The change in attitudes is an independent
phenomenon. The nontraditional beliefs are not accepted 
in response to the cognitive dissonance felt by couples 
because the wife worked and because they had fewer or no 
children. The belief structure represents an accepted 
set of norms concerning sex role behavior.
Cherlin's discussion focuses on two core issues: 
the wife's occupation as secondary to her husband's and 
the changes that have occurred in sex role attitudes. 
Relating this discussion to the present research, the 
women who have developed the self concept that they are 
not subordinate to men in status refuse to assume a 
secondary position to their husbands when they selected 
their class status. The self concept developed reflects
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the changes in sex role attitudes. Also, this 
development presents a self concept for women that is 
independent of their relationship to a man. From the 
data analyzed, support is found for opposition to 
Easterlin’s projections. Thus, one may speculate that 
the self concept assumed by these women insulates them 
against an immediate re-occurrence of the feminine 
mystique.
This area of self concept and its effect on 
individual behavior has been investigated. William R. 
Arnold, a sociologist, asserts that it ". . . is
reasonable to expect that we will act in keeping with our 
self-concepts" (Arnold, 1983: 164). In his discussion
concerning self concepts and delinquent behavior, he 
focusses on the proposal that if one believes that she or 
he is a delinquent person, then, she or he has a greater 
tendency to commit delinquent acts. Reciprocally, if one 
believes that she or he is not a delinquent person, then, 
she or he has insulating characteristics against her or 
his performing delinquent acts. This principle may be 
compared to the characteristics women use to determine 
their class status. As the antifeminist women define 
their self concept by the characteristics of others, they 
tend to rely upon others' attainments for class status. 
Conversely, as feminist women define their self concept 
by ego involvement, they insulate themselves against 
their being influenced solely by the attainments of 
others for class identification. Thus, support is given
73
for this phenomenon to be one of permanence. The 
implications drawn do not support an immediate return to 
feminine mystique ideology.
Implications derived from this study also suggest
topics for future research concerning the place of women
in social stratification. For example, the feminist
women are influenced by their father's occupational
prestige for their subjective class identification. Past
research indicates a relationship between women's
successful endeavors and their background
characteristics. Particularly, the relationship between
a father and his daughter is discussed. The psychiatrist
William S. Appleton (1981) states that a "father’s
influence on his daughter's career is determined by how
he relates, what he expects, and whether he instructs"
(Appleton, 1981: 73). The father's role as a parent has
significant effect on the daughter's performance
concerning career and educational attainments. If he is
encouraging and supportive of his daughter, the results
indicate that she will achieve higher attainments than a
daughter of an aloof and 'cold' father. This yield of
higher attainments by daughters is also discussed by the
psychologist Eleanor Maccoby. She asserts that
[parental] behavior was found to relate 
significantly to the child's academic success .
for parent-daughter pairs 
Supportive behavior by the father (more praise, 
less blame) [during the preschool years] had more 
academically successful daughters. (Maccoby, 
1966: 35).
Furthermore, the presence of a supportive father during
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the formative years of his daughter has impact on her 
level of identification with her father. That is, the 
women who have high attainments identify with their 
fathers. To further elaborate this thought, Maccoby 
notes research in which the lives of "outstanding women 
mathematicians" were studied (Maccoby, 1966: 35). The
researchers found evidence that all of these women had a 
strong identification with their fathers (Maccoby, 1966: 
35). Thus, one may speculate that the role of father has 
significant influence on the performance given by the 
daughter.
Relating this review with the present research, 
the feminist women are the only group whose father’s 
attainments show significant effect on their class 
selection. Since these women's means are higher on the 
occupational and educational attainments than their 
antifeminist counterparts and they tend to be influenced 
by their fathers' education, the presence of these 
characteristics yield support for the findings of the 
review. That is, these women have higher attainments 
than their antifeminist counterparts and they are more 
likely to be influenced by their father's attainments 
when they identify their class status. Thus, one may 
speculate that they have strong identification with their 
fathers. From this strong identification, they tend to 
be influenced by their father's attainments when they 
identity their class. The research conducted concerning 
this area allow for speculation that supportive and
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encouraging fathers aid their daughters to achieve 
successful educational and occupational attainments. 
This discussion concerning father/daughter relationships 
is presented as a provocative thought for future 
research.
Another suggestion for future research concerns 
the impact of feminism on housewives’ subjective class 
identification. For example, this sample excluded 
housewives. The exclusion is due to the premises 
asserted with regard to the relationship between 
occupational attainments and class assignment. That is, 
since the criteria designated for class status are both 
educational and occupational attainments, and the unpaid 
labor of housewives is not considered an occupation with 
a rank in the occupational prestige index used in this 
research, the married women who did not work were 
excluded. Future research could examine this phenomenon 
and test antifeminist and feminist housewives’ class 
selection. The findings could then be applied to the 
three conceptual models (status independent, status 
borrowing, and status sharing) to determine which model 
is used by the housewives when they select their class 
status. Also, the existing practice of the absence of 
the position of housewives in the prestige ranking could 
be analyzed.
Another implication for future research concerns 
the characteristics of the married couples in the 
research. The original survey asked questions concerning
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the respondents’ attitudes on women’s issues. The 
respondents were not asked what views their spouse held. 
If this information were collected, hypotheses could be 
generated concerning class identification behaviors for 
antifeminist husbands and wives, antifeminist husbands 
and feminist wives, feminist husbands and antifeminist 
wives, and feminist husbands and wives. From research 
conducted on housewives and couples, a more accurate 
picture of social reality may result.
The research conducted in this study focussed on 
the process of subjective class identification by married 
working men and women. The analysis found that 
antifeminist and feminist men tend to follow the status 
independent model, the antifeminist women tend to follow 
the status borrowing model, and the feminist women tend 
to follow the status sharing model. Thus, feminism has 
impact on one's subjective class identified.
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Appendix A
The 1977 NORC national probability sample is a 
stratified, multistage, area probability sample of 
clusters of households in the Continental United States. 
The selection of geographic areas at successive stages is 
in accordance with the method of probabilities 
proportional to size (p.p.s.). Furthermore, the clusters 
of households are divided into replicated subsamples in 
order to facilitate estimation of the variance of sample 
estimators of population characteristics .
The NORC national probability frame, with its broad 
geographic dispersion, its reserves of additional SMSAs 
[Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas] and counties, 
and its built-in replication, provides sufficient 
flexibility for application to a wide range of survey 
task. (National Opinion Research Center, 1977: 94-95).
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Appendix B
Are you currently— married, widowed, divorced, 
separated, or have you never been married?
Marital
Punch
N
Married...................................... ....1
975
Widowed  .....  2
165
Divorced......................................... 3
103
Separated........................................ 4
62
Never married.................................... 5
225
Sex
Male................................   1
693
Female........................................... 2
837
OCC
What kind of work did you (did you normally) do? That 
is, what (is, was) your job called?
Respondent’s Occupation Punch
N
Professional, technical and kindred workers...... 0
101
118
Managers and administrators (except farm),
sales workers.....................   2
194
Clerical and kindred workers...................... 3
260
Craftsmen and kindred workers.....................4
122
........................ 5
61
Operatives, except transport...................... 6
238
Transport equipment operatives; laborers
79
(except farm).................................. 7
103
Farmers, farm managers, farm laborers and
farm foremen................................... 8
35
Service workers (including private household) 9
184
Not applicable................................... BK
114
What kind of work (does/did) your [SPOUSE] normally do?
That is, what (is,was) (his,her) job called?
Respondent’s Spouse’s Occupation Punch
N
Professional, technical and kindred workers.......0
562
 1
60
Managers and administrators (except farm),
sales workers.................................... 2
148
Clerical and kindred workers...................... 3
163
Craftsmen and kindred workers................   .4
95
........................ 5
37
Operatives, except transport...................... 6
130
Transport equipment operatives; laborers
(except farm)............   7
70
Farmers, farm managers, farm laborers and
farm foremen....................   8
22
Service workers (including private household) 9
100
Not applicable...................................BK
640
What kind of work did your father (FATHER SUBSTITUTE)
normally do while you were growing up? That is what
was his job called?
Father's occupation Punch
N
80
Professional, technical and kindred workers...... 0
62
 1
28
Managers and administrators (except farm),
sales workers  .............................. 2
199
Clerical and kindred workers...................... 3
38
Craftsmen and kindred workers ................4
220
........................ 5
94
Operatives, except transport......................6
201
Transport equipment operatives; laborers
(except farm).................................. 7
124
Farmers, farm managers, farm laborers and
farm foremen................................... 8
297
Service workers (including private household) 9
52
Not applicable................................... BK
215
Prestige of 
N
Respondent's Occupation
Punch
158
10 - 19........
227
20 - 29........
410
30 - 39........
312
40 - 49................. 4
147
50 - 59........
135
60 - 69....... .......... 6
25
70 - 79........
2
80 - 89....... .
Not
114
applicable, No answer.........
Prestige of Respondent’s Spouse's Occupation
81
10
61
20
130
30
256
40
230
50
120
60
78
70
14
80
1
Punch
- 19..................1
- 29..................2
- 39..................3
- 49..................4
- 59..................5
- 69..................6
- 79..................7
- 89..................8
BK
Not applicable, Don’t know, 
No answer...............
640
Prestige of Father's Occupation
Punch
N
10 - 19........
127
20 - 29....... .
165
30 - 39....... .
318
40 - 49........
467
50 - 59....... .
161
60 - 69....... .
46
70 - 79....... .......... 7
27
80 - 89....... .
4
Not applicable, No answer,
Disabled, Don’t know..............
215
What is the highest grade in elementary school or high 
school that you finished and got credit for?
82
Respondent’s Education Punch
N
No formal schooling............................. 00
4
1st grade........................................01
2nd grade........................................02
1
3rd grade........................................ 03
11
4rth grade....................................... 04
20
5th grade........................................ 05
24
6th grade................................... .....06
37
7th grade............    07
48
8th grade....................................... .08
120
9th grade........................................ 09
72
10th grade....................................... 10
106
11th grade....................................... 11
114
12th grade....................................... 12
507
1 year of college................................ 13
90
2 years...........................................14
103
3 years.......................................... 15
44
4 years.................  16
128
5 years  ...............   17
32
6 years...........................................18
33
7 years...........................................19
11
8 years..................     20
15
Not applicable................................... 97
Don't know....................................... 98
7
No answer.........      99
3
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What is the highest grade in elementary school or high 
school that your [husband/wife] got credit for?
Respondent’s Spouse’s Education Punch
N
No formal schooling.............................. 00
2
1st grade........  01
2nd grade................................   02
3rd grade.....................   03
7
4rth grade....................................... 04
7
5th grade........................................ 05
10
6th grade........................................ 06
19
7th grade......................   .07
31
8th grade........................................ 08
86
9th grade.......   .....09
38
10th grade....................................... 10
58
11th grade....................................... 11
67
12th grade....................................... 12
350
1 year of college................................ 13
39
2 years...........................................14
79
3 years .........................................15
24
4 years...........................................16
100
5 years...........................................17
17
6 years...........................................18
15
7 years.......      19
5
8 years......................   20
10
Not applicable................................... 97
555
Don’t know....................................... 98
9
No answer..........................   99
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2
What is the highest grade in elementary school or high 
school that your father (father substitute) got credit 
for?
Respondents Father's Education Punch
N
No formal schooling..............................00
39
1st grade........................................01
2
2nd grade........................................02
15
3rd grade........................................03
45
4rth grade.......................................04
64
5th grade........................................05
37
6th grade........................................06
80
7th grade ................ ................... 07
49
8th grade........................................ 08
228
9th grade........... ............................ 09
35
10th grade....................................... 10
62
11th grade....................................... 11
38
12th grade....................................... 12
219
1 year of college................................. 13
20
2 years.......................................... 14
38
3 years.......................................... 15
13
4 years.......................................... 16
46
5 years.......................................... 17
5
6 years.......................................... 18
13
7 years.......................................... 19
46
8 years.......................................... 20
5
Not applicable...................................97
85
13
Don't know....................................... 98
7
No answer........................................ 99
13
What is the highest grade in elementary school or high 
school that your mother (mother substitute) got credit 
for?
Respondent's Mother's Education Punch
N
No formal schooling..................... .00
56
1st grade........................................ 01
1
2nd grade........................................ 02
1
3rd grade........................................ 03
21
4rth grade....................................... 04
49
5th grade ............................ 05
27
6th grade........................................ 06
63
7th grade.........  07
57
8th grade............................     .08
256
9th grade........................................ 09
44
10th grade....................................... 10
78
11th grade.................................   11
59
12th grade....................................... 12
378
1 year of college................................ 13
23
2 years ...............     14
44
3 years...........................................15
10
4 years...........................................16
50
5 years...........................................17
3
6 years...........................................18
9
7 years...........................................19
86
1
8 years............••.....••••..•••.....•.••.....20
Not applicable................................... 97
53
Don't know....................................... 98
243
No answer............................   99
4
What is your date of birth?
Age
Date of birth has been recoded. For the recoding 
procedure, refer to Appendix C.
Do you agree or disagree with this statement?— Women 
should take care of running their homes and leave 
running the country up to men?
Fehome
Punch
N
Agree.............................................1
569
Disagree......................................... 2
921
Not sure. .................   8
38
No answer........................................ 9
2
Do you approve or disapprove of a married woman earning 
money in business or industry if she has a husband 
capable of supporting her?
Fework
Punch
N
Approve.......................................... 1
999
Disapprove....................................... 2
507
Don't know....................................... 8
22
No answer.............  9
2
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If you were asked to use one of four names for your 
social class, which would you say you belong in: 
the lower class, the working class, the middle class, 
or the upper class?
Class
Punch
N
Lower Class.................................  1
67
Working Class.................................... 2
743
Middle Class..................................... 3
648
Upper Class...............................   4
59
Doesn’t belong to any class...................... 5
1
Don't know........................................8
1
No answer.....................................   9
11
(National Opinion Research Center, 1977: 12, 19, 22,
26, 31, 43, 74, 85, and 89).
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Appendix C
Prestige Scores Distributions
The prestige scores assigned to occupations in 
this study were taken from a rating system developed at 
NORC in 1963-1965 in a project on occupation prestige 
directed by Robert W. Hodge, Paul S. Siegel, and Peter 
H. Rossi. This concept of prestige is defined as the 
respondents' estimation of the social standing of 
occupations... (National Opinion Research Center, 197 7: 
149).
For more detail, see National Data Program for the Social 
Sciences by the National Opinion Research Center.
Age
In an attempt to maximize the validity of the responses, 
the interviewer asked for the date of birth rather than 
the age of the respondent. This format, however, 
necessitated a recode into the more workable two-column 
code of exact age... The respondent's age was calculated 
by subtracting the year of birth from 1977. (National 
Opinion Research Center, 1977: 131).
Age distributions are as follows:
Age N
10-19...................... 29
20-29.....................339
30-39.....................303
40-49..................... 255
50-59..................... 267
60-69..................... 185
70-79..................... 119
80-89...................... 26
No answer,
Don't know...............7
(National Opinion Research Center, 1977
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Appendix D
The recodes that follows are the changes made to 
the existing variables in order to make them conducive 
for this research project. Concerning the variables 
which had no answers, the National Opinion Research 
Center, codes these responses as blanks. The blanks are 
interpreted as zeros. In order to avoid the reading of 
blanks as zeros in the data analyses, these blanks were 
recoded to read as 99s. From this procedure, the data is 
not misread and a consistent pattern is developed with 
regard to the missing cases.
Also, the variable of respondent’s occupation, 
respondent’s spouse’s occupation, and respondent’s 
father’s occupation are recoded. In order for a more 
consistent labeling of occupational categories with the 
categories of other variables included in the study, the 
number assignment for these variables were recoded. For 
example, the National Opinion Research Center assigns the 
number 0 for Professional, technical and kindred workers. 
This number is changed to read 9. The Clerical and 
kindred workers had been assigned the number 3; it now 
reads as 6. The recoded variables are now more 
consistent with other variables. For instance, education 
is coded as 0 through 20 (depending on the number of 
years of schools completed). In the original coding
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procedure, a person who had completed twenty years of 
school and had stated that s/he was a College Professor 
would be labeled with a 20 (for education) and a 0 (for 
occupation). From the recoding procedure, this person 
now is labeled as a 20 (for education) and a 9 (for 
occupation). Thus, less confusion may be created from 
the implementation of this consistent method.
Through a dummying procedure, feminist 
perspectives was recoded. The National Opinion Research 
Center had asked respondents questions concerning their 
beliefs on women's place in society and women working. 
These two questions were combined for this research and 
named feminist beliefs. This variable was then coded by 
a dummying procedure.
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Appendix E
CROSSTABULATION OF CLASS BY FEMINIST 
CONTROLLING FOR SEX
MALES
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT
ANTIFEMINIST FEMINIST
CLASS ROW
TOTAL
LOWER 8 2 10
80.0 20.0 2.2
3.3 0.9
1.8 0.4
WORKING 146 99 245
59.6 40.4 53.6
59.3 46.9
31.9 21.7
MIDDLE 86 100 186
46.2 53.8 40.7
35.0 47.4
18.8 21.9
UPPER 6 10 16
37.5 62.5 3.5
2.4 4.7
1.3 2.2
COLUMN
TOTAL
246
53.8
211 457
46.2 100.0
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CROSSTABULATION OF CLASS BY FEMINIST 
CONTROLLING FOR SEX
FEMALES
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT
ANTIFEMINIST FEMINIST
CLASS ROW
TOTAL
LOWER 6 4 10
60.0 40.0 2.2
2.7 1.8
1.8 0.4
WORKING 104 98 202
51.5 48.5 45.4
46.2 44.5
23.4 22.0
MIDDLE 107 108 215
49.8 50.2 48.3
47.6 49.1
24.0 24.3
UPPER 8 10 18
44.4 55.6 4.0
3.6 4.5
1.8 2.2
COLUMN
TOTAL
225
50.6
220 445
49.4 100.0
94
CROSSTABULATION OF SPGT* BY FEMINIST 
CONTROLLING FOR SEX
MALES
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT
ANTIFEMINIST FEMINIST
SPGT ROW
TOTAL
LTOCC** 164 134 298
55.0 45.0 64.5
65.6 63.2
35.5 29.0
GTOCC*** 86 78 164
52.4 47.6 35.5
34.4 36.8
18.6 16.9
COLUMN 250 212 462
TOTAL 54.1 45.9 100.0
*SPGT =Relationship of Spouses' Occupational Prestige
**LTOCC =Husband's Occupational Prestige is Less 
Than His Wife's
***GTOCC =Husband's Occupational Prestige is Greater 
Than His Wife's
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CROSSTABULATION OF SPGT* BY FEMINIST 
CONTROLLING FOR SEX
FEMALES
COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT
ANTIFEMINIST FEMINIST
SPGT ROW
TOTAL
LTOCC** 84 102 186
45.2 54.8 41.4
36.8 46.2
18.7 22.7
GTOCC*** 144 119 263
54.8 45.2 58.6
63.2 53.8
32.1 26.5
COLUMN 228 221 449
TOTAL 50.8 49.2 100.0
*SPGT =Relationship of Spouses1 Occupational Prestige
**LTOCC =WifeTs Occupational Prestige is Less 
Than Her Husband's
***GTOCC =Wife's Occupational Prestige is Greater 
Than Her Husband’s
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